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\oiec makes U dear the activities set luith at 36 ^" 39 and ^0 die peiioimed In tht, 
staff phwaan '1 he use of the passnc voice follow mu. a>i ^ lme 1 1 icndcis the tok of 
the stnli ph\ssuan less dear, hut gi\en the staff phvstuatfs tok in the actuates of. 3o 
i"\ >S and sO and the fact that it is JearK the staff ph\Meian who pi o\ ides tutorial 
5 materials to the fast phxsiaan tool 4, itnos 14- P>) no one skilled m the relevant at is 
would doubt that the staff ph\ sician pla\ s a iok in uuo tties ^s o i and the aetis sties of 
av.neditj.tion module "*(> similar to his ot hei lole hi the activities of "><> ^7 and s(i 
f id I and the descupuon at col ~> line 2o through col \ line t> 7 thus leasonahiv 
convex to one skilled tn the telex ant an that the inventors at the time the application was 
10 filed has possession of the invention oi elann i 

The reject fan of claim 2 

The added limitation of claim 2 is shown at 39 in FIG. ! and described at col 3, line 49- 
eol. 4, line 19. 

15 

I he rejection oj claims 3 and 4 

The added limitations of claim 3 and 4 are shown at 70 in FIG. 1 and described at col 5, 
lines 48-67. 

20 1 he t ejections under 35 I .S.C . 1 *>3 

Claims i and 2 die i ejected undo ^ I SC fo? ds obvious ovei f on tela and J amis > 
and 4 ait rejected uncki ^ I St f 03 as ofwious o\et the combination ot Fontcla 

The claims presently in the application are all directed to a method of "providing 
25 continual medical education ciedit to a fust phvsiaan foi a consultation between the first 
phv sician and a second phvsician" wheie the metltod includes the step of "auanama and 
conducting the consultation \ia the telecommunications s\stem under supervision ot a 
meJita/ snfoittKdton yiet/al/^ in the intermedial \ who is neither the fiist nor the second 
phvsieiaif (emphasis added) Fmther steps m the method concern a "'comment made 
30 with leyaid to the consultation' which is 'piovided to the medical uifoimatson 
specialist" The medical information specialist then * evaluates] the consultation 



healrsOl.012 



lepiesented b\ the comment to deteunme whethei the fust phssieian is entitled to 
continuing medical education ucdn on the basis of the con.su It. uion lepiesentcd b\ the 
comment. \ 

5 In het rejection Examines Cites Fontelo, page 141 col 2, patagtaphs 2-^ the paiagiaph 
bridging page 141. col 2 and page 1 42. col J. and page J 42. a>l 2, pa; \ The Cited 
locations describe how the WoiUi Wide Web mas be used tot CMF and how 
paitictpatmg pin Mcsaus nuts tecets e etedu for the (Mi; \s disclosed in the relet ence a 
user oj Fonteio\ s\stem snnpl\ empkns a Web bon\sei to examine L MF mateuais at a 
10 Web sue To tecene credit ioi die CMF, (he usei ietums a question and evaluation lunn 
to the Web >nc Fxammei combines fomelo with Official \oticc to find the claim 
limitation of "otherwise not so certifying" 

Neither the cited locations .nor any thing else in Fontelo describes what is being claimed 
15 in Applicants claim i, namely granting CME in the context of a medical consultation 
which is arranged and conducted by an intermediary between a first and second physician 
and supervised by a medical information specioltM in the intermediary who ts neither the 
first nor the second physician and who further evaluates the consultation to determine 
whether the first physician is entitled to continuing medical education credit on the basis 
20 of the consultation represented by the comment. Since Fontelo does not disclose these 
limitations, the reference combined with Official Notice does not disclose ail of the 
limitations of claim 1 and Examiner has not made the prima facie case of obviousness 
required by MPEP2142 

25 Dependent claims 2—1 

The rejections of these claims all depend upon the rejection of claim 1 based on Fontelo; 
since that rejection is without basts, so are the rejections of these claims without basis. In 
particular, the additional steps of claims 2-4 are "performed in the intermediary under 
supervision of the medical information specialist". Since there is no disclosure in Fontelo 

30 of an intermediary or of a medical information specialist who supervises the consultation 
in the intermediary, there is also no disclosure of the additional steps of these claims and 



4 



healrsOl.012 



these claims are additionally patentable in their own rights over the Fonteio and Gaiewitz 
references. 



Conclusion 

\pplii. jnts b<i\ c demnnstjated that the claims o{ the RCT ate \\\\h suppotted b\ the 
Specification as tiled and that the icfcreiiL.es cited b\ \ /ammcr do not establish die 
facie case of ob\iuusness jcqmicd tot a i ejection undet iH'St. 10i The claims tic 
consequent^ patentable o\er the leferences \pphcants therefore sequel that 1 virmnei 
aliou the claims \ fee lot a I -month extension nf time accompanies this icsponse No 
ofhu tees are bdie\ed to be requited, should an\ be please charge them to deposit 
account, number 50 L> 1 5. 

Respectfully submi tied, 

/Gordon b Nelson/ 
Aitoines of tceotd 
Golden f Nelson 
5Tenttal St PO Box m 
lltmle\, M \ 0Hb° 
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